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Sent by: CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 



Appl. No.: 09/675,532 

Amdt. dated March 16, 2004 

Reply to Office action of September 17, 2003 

RFMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Applicant received the O*. Action .a., September 17. 
the Examiner reiected ciaims 1-24 a, obvious over ™ " ^ 
5.664.093). in this Response, Applicant amends cla,ms 12. 13 1*£ 
and 23. Based on the amendments and arguments contained here,n. Applicant 
believes all claims to be in condition for allowance. 
, REQUEST FOR REFUND 

'• Although the mailing date o, the Office Action Is September 17^ ^2003 
Applicant* representative never received the Office A»n. On February^ 
2004 wh»e reviewing the Office's PAIR system and me unders,gned s own 
coveting system, the undersigned's docKeSng parategal discovered .ha, an 
S£\Ln h- issued ,n this case, bu, was not receded. The un— 
^mediately contacted the Examiner who faxed a courtesy copy of the Office 
r^ to lTndersgined. Out o, an abundance of caution. Applicant hereby 
^ys for a three month .ate fee in conjunction w«h filing this Response, but 
Zuel a refund for me amount of the late fee (I.e.. S950). T*e bas,s for the 
2nd recues. Is that the Applicant could not have fed the Response ea e han 
*7e sU month because Applicant never recerveo the Office Ac«on unt,l the s« 

Z«* « — — A peaton to Resel "* Response 

Zle and Reo.ues.for Refund ,s hereby submKted as a separate paper. 

••- r"-. - — - - - « - 

system SeeWeofBarnett. Bamett discloses a fault management system for 
useTa dlbuted system. The disposed feu, management system includes a 
con guraticn manager that maintains configuration information of component 
Ted in the debuted system. Co,. 1. lines 59,53. A diagnosfc system ,s also 
pmvided that detects faults occurrino in the distributed system and proves 
Zrs.orcorrec.nomefaul.. Col. 1. linee, - col. 2. „e 9 

-,„f a service has poor performance, then the rules w,ll expla.n how me 
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components, the diagnose system uses its ru.es to suggest improvements that 

will increase performance. instance of "determining 

Claim 1 requires, among other limitations, a first instance or a 

==== 

lines 26-34 of Bamett which provides: 

This information can be used to make time cn ica 

a value that 

intelligent guesses. Each ^P^^^the diagnostic system 
indicates the probability of fail ^ /^en ' being used , a s long as 



problem. 

claim 1 . Claims 2-1 1 depend on or from claim 1 ana tnu 

tor the same reason as claim 1 . features that "a 

As amended independent claim 12 requires, among other features, tna 
. . mtuie reaves a current conf*,ura«on of the computer system. 



current configuration." 
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determining an overall problem index associated with the configuration of a 
computer system. At least for this reason, claim 12 and its dependent claims are 
in condition for allowance. 

In claim 12, reference to a "user" was removed as not being considered 
necessary for patentability. Similarly, the explanation that the configuration 
comprises "hardware and software components" also was removed as not being 
considered necessary for patentability. Based on the amendments to claim 12, 
various amendments were made to claims 13, 16 and 17 to maintain consistent 
claim language. Applicant also amended claims 19 and 20 to correct some 
inadvertent format errors with the claims. The dependency links in claims 22 and 
23 were changed from claim 1 to claim 12 to correct typographical errors. None 
of the amendments to claims 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22 and 23 narrowed the scope of 
the claims nor were made for reasons related to patentability. 

In the course of the foregoing discussions. Applicant may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued 
in this case. If any fees or time extensions are inadvertently omitted or if any fees 
have been overpaid, please appropriately charge or credit those fees to Hewlett- 
Packard Company Deposit Account Number 08-2025 and enter any time 
extension(s) necessary to prevent this case from being abandoned. 



Respectfully submitted, 



HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
Intellectual Property Administration 
Legal Dept., M/S 35 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collide. CO S0S27-2400 




(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 

(71 3> 23B-SDOS (Pax) 
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